APPENDIX B
COMMENTS and RESPONSES




Public Comment and Response:

OVERVIEW:

During the 30-day comment period (November 8 — December 8, 2006) the City received

comments in letters and e-mails from individuals and public agencies regarding information
presented in the November 8, 2006 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the City of
Liberty Lake Urban Growth Area Boundary Alternatives.

Each response is labeled with the letter “L” for indicating a letter, “F” indicating a fax, or “E”

indicating an e-mail. The City response is presented in bold after each comment.

COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS:
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Tom Agnew

Bruce Andre

Sheila Bell

Abby Byrne

Sharon Carlson

Heather Chalich

Beth Cochiarella

Myles and Linda Dewey
Keith W. Harris

Leanne Harris

Maxine Harris

Melody Huber

Charles and Barbara Kogler
Donald and Eleanor Limmer
Bob Martin

Kerry Masters

Thomas MclLaughlin

Mary L. Munger

Kottayam V. Natarajan Jr. and Alison Ashlock
Dave Paperd

Elizabeth Pedersen

Dan Polson

Bill Quirk

Gary Reser

Teresa Seely

Jo Lynne Seufer

Liz and Lee Shepard

Paul Shields (Group e-mail)
Keith and Brenda Shields
Ed and Margaret Shields
Heather Amity

Rich Cook

Barb Oviatt

Roger Walth

Pam Orebaugh

Bill Quirk

Kathi Shirley (1)

Kathi Shirley (2)

Steve Shirley

Steve Shirley (C.A.U.S.E. Petition)
Richard and Lois Steury
Karen Toreson

Patty Weiser (received after DEIS comment deadline)
David and Jan Wesche
Lorna Willard
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COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES:

E

Dee Caputo, AICP, Senior Planner, Growth Mgmt. Services, WA Dept. of Community,
Trade, and Economic Development

Karin Divens, Area Habitat Biologist, WA Department of Fish and Wildlife

Scott Engelhard, Transportation Engineering Coordinator, Division of Engineering and
Roads, Spokane County

Greg Figg, Transportation Planner, Planning, WA Dept. of Transportation
Dave Jackman, Director, Auxiliary Services, Central Valley School District #356
Neil Kersten, AlA, Public Works Director, City of Spokane Valley

Stephanie Kramer, Assistant State Archaeologist, Department of Archaeology & Historic
Preservation

David Lobdell, Assistant Fire Chief, Spokane County Fire District 1

Quanah Matheson, Cultural Resources Mgr./THPO, Coeur d’Alene Tribe

Terri Miller, SEPA Coordinator, WA Department of Ecology, Eastern Regional Office
John Pederson, Asst. Director, Spokane County Department of Building and Planning
N. Bruce Rawls, P.E., Utilities Director, Spokane County Utilities Division

Chuck Studer, Air Quality Engineer |, SCAPCA
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Amanda Tainio

Page 1 of 1

From: Doug Smith [dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 8:37 AM
To: Mary Wren

Cc: Amanda Tainio

Subject: FW: DEIS Comment

————— Original Message-----

From: Tom Agnew [mailto:Tom@AgnewConsuiting.com]

Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 8:28 AM

To: Doug Smith

Cc: Steve & Kathy Shirley; Steph Agnew; Lee Mellish; Harley Halverson
Subject: DEIS Comment

Hello Doug,
Attached is my comment for the DEIS.
Thank you.

Tom Agnew

AGNEW CONSULTING
1220 S. Starr

. Liberty Lake, WA 99019
509-255-6686 (voice/fax)
509-953-1292 (cell)
Tom@AgnewConsulting.com

12/8/2006
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December 8, 2006
City Mayor, City Council, Planning Commission, Planning Department, Citizens.
Re: City of Liberty Lake November 8, 2006 DEIS Urban Growth Area Boundary Alternatives

Please accept this in support of Alternative |, and in opposition to providing additional area
within the UGB, regarding the City’'s DEIS

Too many acres. More than 50% of the City’s existing UGA remains undeveloped according
to the City’s Comp Plan dated 9/16/03. This undeveloped land, already on the books to triple
City population, could easily be configured to accommodate additional population, and it
already exists within the City of Liberty Lake. Maybe in 5 or 10 years, as this area develops,
we would have a better idea of whether more area is needed. Most in this community can’t
fathom designating more of the beautiful landscape for urban density development at this time.

Too many people. The City has chosen an extremely aggressive population allocation
despite its recent, explosive, unsustainable growth. This community has experienced more
than our fair share of urban growth in the past few years. The existing City plan calls for tripling
population, and now the city wants morel!l Let’'s grow more gracefully. The City would be wise
and justified to reduce its share of additional population. There is ample urban space
elsewhere within the County for the additional population the City has chosen to pursue. Why
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cram this population into one of the smallest, newest, most stressed infrastructure areas in the

County, especially when there exist other UGA’s with space for more population?

Toc many questions. The original comment | submitted contains many questions which the ™

DEIS fails to answer, most of which are now being asked by others. The State DOT asks the
City regarding studies or plans to update the 1-90/Harvard overpass. The CVSD asks the City

to consider critically overcrowded schools. The County asks the City to consider wetlands and 1

reclaimed water reuse areas. These questions demand community wide, well-reasoned
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resolution based on best available science, most of which do not exist as documented in thew/,,/

DEIS.

Only alternative | offers assurance that urban growth occurs within urban areas at urban
densities. All other alternatives, with proposed densities as sprawling as 1 residence per
Acre...less than 3 people per Acre, are, in fact, urban sprawl. Growth management is in large
part intended to keep urban sprawl from consuming rural areas.

Thank you very much for you time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Tom Agnew

1220 S. Starr

Liberty Lake, WA 99019

509-255-5229
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Response to Tom Agnew:
1) Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern
for various issues and a preference for a particular planning outcome.
2) The DEIS that was prepared by the City of Liberty Lake for the UGA boundary
alternatives meets all requirements for state law and sufficiently addresses items
for this non-project action.

A summary of “Questions and Answers Generated Through the Public Process” is
attached to this addendum, and was posted on the City of Liberty Lake website
and e-mailed out December 6, 2006.
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Doug Smith

From: Doug Smith [dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]

Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 7:06 PM

To: bruce@bruceandre.com

Cc: jfrank@greenstonehomes.com; keva@monson.com; antlerpaul@aol.com;
Tom@AgnewConsulting.com,; divenkad@dfw.wa.gov

Subject: RE: DEIS comments

Hello Bruce,

Thank you for your comments, however you have offered nothing substantive on the DEIS.
Rather you have decided to make a weak attempt at attacking my character (a predictable
course for those with nothing of merit to offer).

Let me say to you and for the record, you might be the type of person that would buy land
and try to sway a decision for your personal benefit, but that is not how I operate. I
bought the property because 1t was zoned appropriately for a winery. If you had bothered
to investigate beyond what you wanted to find, you would have discovered the land is zoned
rural conservation and is partially within a flood plain. This makes development of this
land a poor candidate for urban development.

My question to you is why are you attempting to prevent the UGA from expanding? We all
know a growing number of people want to live here, and for those already living here to
denying that is both selfish and self-serving. Why should others be denied what you have?
Is it your desire to restrict the supply of land so the property you and other members of
the "CAUSE" bought ten years ago (in critical areas by the way) and is now valued at 5
times what you paid for it will continue to see double digit appreciate? I hope not, I
prefer to think you and other just want to keep the beauty all to yourselves. After all
you are the only ones to deserve it as true "Liberty Lakers”™. What is the residency
requirement to be in that club? Is it 10 years, 20, or is proximity to the shoreline?

I apologize for my sarcasm, but it gets tiresome listening to the rhetoric and hypocrisy.
I have spent the last 5 years of my life diligently working to ensure the quality of life
in this community is maintained. Given all the opportunity and natural beauty this area
has to offer, I will be the first to admit it has been a challenge. I don't expect to
receive any type of appreciation from you, but I don't expect false accusations either.
The day my property is in a UGA and I make application to develop it stand up and cry
foul, but until then keep your petty parancia to yourself. I challenge you and the group
you represent to redirect the energy being used to fight change and to focus it toward

productive solutions.

Please accept this as a receipt of your comments,

Doug

————— Original Message—-----

From: bruce [mailto:bruce@bruceandre.com]

Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 4:31 PM

To: dsmith@libertylakewa.gov

Cc: Jfrank@greenstonehomes.com; keva@meonson.com; antlerpaul@aol.com;
Tom@AgnewConsulting.com; divenkad@dfw.wa.gov

Subject: DEIS comments

<< File: Doug Smith.doc >>

Doug,
My comments follow. Also attached as a word doc. Please acknowledge receipt.

Bruce Andre

Doug Smith
Director Liberty Lake Planning and Community Development g@g%g@ggg%gﬁ
-
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27719 E. Country Vista Drive
Liberty Lake, Wa 99019
December 7, 2006

Re: City of Liberty Lake Draft Environmental Impact Statement UGA Boundary changes

Mr. Smith,

P

" Please do not move the Southern UGA boundary. This area is primarily rural and

designated for conservation. The infastructure necessary for urban development i.e.
! improved roads, water, sewer, schools, and fire protection are totally lacking and
1 unfunded.

Q This change would alter the nature of the Liberty Lake community

Conflict of Interest

v

/1 am greatly concerned that you, Doug Smith, have much to gain from the proposed changes.
{ According to Spokane County records, you acquired parcel 55282.0122, a 10.8 acre parcel
i described as "Residential land Undivided™ on 4/6/2005 for $82,500.00.

J It is just West of Henry Road and adjacent to an existing PUD (file # PE-1887-01/PUDE~

X 5-01). This PUD, also known as Saltese Hilltop Acres, will consist of at least 107 lots
;and 1s a significant portion of the area within the proposed UGA move. The PUD was
{ acquired by BlackRock shortly before your purchase in November of 2004.

| o1f your parcel were divided according to the City densities of at least 4 units/ acre,

i

g that would yield approximately 40 lots. At $40,000/lot, forty lots represents a gross
Y, of 1.6 million dollars. That is a lot of reasons +to be biased in this matter.

—

Bruce Andre

Sent via the ASISNA Mail Services. mail.bruceandre.com
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From: Doug Smith [dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]

Sent: Monday, December 11, 2006 7.36 AM

To: bruce@bruceandre.com

Cc: rbcocchiarella@msn.com; gr8dessert@mail asisna.com; keva@monson.com;

monique@diamondzsalon.com; sunshiners@ccser.com; spiritdoc@ccser.com;
Tom@AgnewConsulting.com; antlerpaul@aol.com; dppaperd@aol.com;
KLiberty@aol.com

Subject: RE: Lakers

Good morning Bruce,

| agree, Liberty Lake represents a sense of place for many, but it is temporal and will continue to
evolve. The best way to secure any vestige of what you are fighting to preserve is planning. The
areas within the southern UGA study area will develop, just as the shorelines you live on. The
delta we have to work with is how will it develop, how will it look, and in what time frame. | would
also add, a sense of place is as much about the people as it is the environment they live in.
When there is a shared vision, we will have a sense of community. Lets try working on that...

Have a great day,
Doug

From:  bruce [mailto:bruce@bruceandre.com] =~~~

Sent: Sunday, December 10, 2006 8:42 AM

To: dsmith@libertylakewa.qov

Cc: rbcocchiarella@msn.com; gr8dessert@mail.asisna.com; keva@monson.com;

monigue@diamondzsalon.com; sunshiners@ccser.com; spiritdoc@ccser.com;
Tom@AgnewConsulting.com; antlerpaul@aol.com; dppaperd@aol.com;
KlLiberty@aol.com

Subject: Lakers

December 9, 2006

Doug Smith,
Your letter yesterday deserved a response.

it is all about a sense of place. Liberty Lake is different. Itis, (I almost hate to use this word)
special.

My opinion comes from experience. | was born and raised in Ohio, and over the years spent
significant time in Connecticut, Maine, Florida, Pennsylvania, and almost 20 years in Chicago.

My photographic jobs have taken me numerous other places. | sure havenOt seen it all, but iOve
been lucky enough to have had a good sampling.

Communities often spring up because of one reason. 1 heir existence is owed o a specific
employer, a military base, school, others religion, or proximity to recreation. Liberty Lake is
almost unique in that it is blend of all of those located in one of the most beautiful Alpine valleys in
America. When | moved here in 1993, | felt unbelievably lucky to live here. | knew most of my
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neighbors, knew their dogs® names, there was near-wilderness at the end of my driveway, and
my commute was 15 minutes. There was an incredible sense of community.

[t is this sense of special place, this uniqueness that arouses the defensive passions of the
Oliberty Lakers.O You were correct about the Oresidency requirements to be in that club.O The
long-timers remember when Liberty Lake was even more pristine. OProximity to the shoreline®
is accurate only in that when one is further away, the community of Liberty Lake loses that
uniqueness. Freeway ramps, Albertsons, Home Depots, and strip malls are pretty much the

same everywhere.

The threat is uncontrolied growth. The kind of growth Liberty Lake has been experiencing for the
last two or three years. Growth at ten percent is a serious threat. To paraphrase EWUsO Grant
ForsythOs words, Oyou donOt manage it, it manages you.O The community has spoken. Often.
They donOt want traffic roundabouts. They donOt want their children to ride an hour to school.
They donOt want to wait in traffic 20 minutes to get on 1-80. These things are the friction, the
wear and tear of modern living.

The City of Liberty Lake was incorporated to get a handle on all of this. It is unfortunate that
zoning required a split in the community.

The City has done many things right. :
We have an outstanding Police force. In these times of meth- heads carrying loaded shotguns,
that is very much a comfort.

I understand that you requested and got fewer homes in the Legacy Ridge development.

The acquisition of the Trailhead golf course was visionary. The view is tremendous. i could
have been hundreds of houses.

More such vision is necessary.

Right now the City could offer to trade development rights to Legacy Ridge in exchange for not
developing the lots immediately adjacent to Liberty Lake Road. It would preserve a Green Space
corridor to the South. Similar arrangements might be made with the Rudeen/Main project so that
it doesnOt replicate the disaster that is Northwood.

The City has the power to allocate popuilation growth. You set the numbers and issue building
permits. You can put your foot on the brake. Declare a moratorium on residential building. Just
because space exists, it doesnOt need to be filled.

Moving the Southern UGA should not be an option. Chesrown knew that the property was zoned
rural conservation when it was acquired. The lure of money and tax base should be resisted.
Sixteen hundred homes in that development would forever alter our community. We would be no
different than some overbuilt Seattle suburb saddled with significant public debt to improve roads
and schools. This is not just a OLakerO sentiment. Last week a petition requesting no
movement of the UGA was shown to 71 people in the City. 67 signed.

As a taxing entity, the City of Liberty Lake has the power to raise funds and remove critical
properties from development thru outright acquisition or conservation easements. The owners
deserve fair compensation. A committee could investigate options: bonds, retail tax, flat
tax,and/or a percentage of real estate sales (most progressive). CAUSE members would be
more than willing to circulate petitions or help in this process. Let the voters of 99018 decide the
shape of their community.

Regarding your parcel. My experience with public officials in Chicago required calling that out.
The issue would disappear if you would be willing to issue a conservation easement. There are
significant tax advantages, especially if the land is involved in farming.

Let us work together and preserve what we have.

Bruce Andre

Sent via the ASISNA Mail Services. mail.bruceandre.com
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Response to Bruce Andre:

1} Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of a
preference for a particular planning outcome.

2) There is no clear confiict of interest brought about by the fact that the SEPA
responsible official owns land in some of the proposed alternatives. If land
ownership is the sole factor in constituting a conflict of interest, then every
comment received from a fandowner in any of the UGA alternatives would have to
be dismissed for the same reason. The comment writer presumes to know what
Mr. Smith’s plans for his property are. In addition, Mr. Smith’s land is zoned rural
conservation, and as with all lands zoned rural conservation, has never been
eligible for inclusion in the UGA.
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Response to Sheila Bell:

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern for
various issues and a preference for a particular planning outcome.
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From: Sheila Bell [gamehen@ccser.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, December 06, 2006 11:08 AM
To: Amanda Tainio

Subject: Re: City Council Public Hearing

| received the Dec. 18th Planing —searmg City Council Notice. Thank y . Cur daughter [s expecting her s
child (our first grandchild) around that time. When she calls from Seslile, we are off. 1t shouldin't be as e iy as
Dec. t3th, but you never know. Please paas a long fo Doug that if [am not there on the 13th, that is why. My
votes are cholces 1T or 3 of the seven alfernativ ' maﬁ o be noted iy the mi wtcs czﬁ{?! fo my fellow
Comwnissioners. Thanks, Shells. E'L:{i,u‘é Hve DEIS hoold | bos & on Monday. f 3 ot i
for all yvou do.
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From: Amanga Taini
To: azam;u@hbcr“ymf\csaa.qov

Sent: Wednesday, December 08, 2006 10:11 AM
Suhject: City Council Public Hearing

AL NOTICE

HOTICE IS HERERY GIVEM TO ALL INTERESTED Effi; RS THAT: The City Council of the City
of Liberty Lake will hold a public hearing on the proposed {,»E'Ej "12 aprehensive Plan and Dc;vd@t et
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tact the City of Liberly Lake Planning & Community
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: TO C .SEPA Responsrble Ofﬁcral Crty of Lrberty Lake
. : : Doug Smith, Dlrector ,
' Lrberty Lake Planmng and Comrnumty Development Department

: '/27’7 10E. Country Vista Drrve ’ '

~C1ty ofLrbertyLake WA99019 - ReceledBy
S | o S ' Sstyofl.:bertyl_ake
om OM:_, | Abby Byme /?_ ' l‘llf 27 M
o 305 S. Lrbethy Cake Road, #7 Grty Clerk] reasure'r )

'”~‘:Lrberty@’_f\WA99019 N S el
- DATE: JNovember 27, 2006

,‘ RE S Wrrtten testrmony The Crty of Lrberty Lake Draft Envrronmental lmpact
[ ‘Statement Urban Growth Boundarres (DEIS) ’ '

-~

o The eventual looatlon of the C1ty of leerty Lake s Urban Growth Boundary wrll have a very : \\ v

‘ substantral rmpact on Crty re51dents as well as the entrre regron I beheve it is essentlal inthe N B

1nterest of effectrve land use planrnng, that the The Crty of Liberty Lake Draft Envrronmental
' Impact Statement Urban Growth Boundarres (DEIS) provrde useful 1nformat10n for elected and -

/o
/

N appomted OffICIalS in both the C1ty of Lrberty Lake and Spokane County as dec1srons are made

‘»'conoermng ﬁnal Urban Growth Boundarres for Spokane County

_lThe followrng comments on the DEIS are mtended to be posrtrve contrrbutlons to tlus decrsron

- maklng process My testrmony is based on laws and gurdelmes from the Revrsed Code of - S

| . 'Washmgton (RCW) Chapters 43 2lC and “6 70A, the Wasnmgton State Adtmmbtratlye Code oy o
(WAC) Chapters 197- 11 and 365 195 State Envrronmental Pohcv Act SEPA Handbook - v |
pubhshed by the Washrngton State Department of Ecology and rny over 26 years experrence asa

'practrorng professmnal planner. = © » o : , S

I have organizedth'e comments as follows: I- Alternatives and II-Document Contents. Itis

important to state that my comments are made as a citizen not as a planning consultant and are

'.‘\ABBYBYRN'E C ‘ | : 1 | | - v
| 3058S. Liberty Lake Rd, #7 o N nnnne s
lefis:)/ Lﬂ/éc, WA 99070 )

509-255-9418



representatrve of 1ssues and problems I found ina general review of the document 1 use ) ,

examples to support comments rather then specrfymg every srtuatron m the DEIS that ﬁts the

: problem area.”

L SECTIONI ALTERNATIVE CHOICES

" ) The DEIS supports only Alternatrve #l and #3 Adjusted UGA - NW as vrable chorces for Urban :
Growth Areas for the Crty of Lrberty Lake because they o o SR o

’p l Frt the crlterla estabhshed for locatron of an urban growth area in RCW IR : | o
3670AllO(3)and R “ A

o ke

) = 3 2 ', are currently cnaractem:eu by urban gTOWL L Sl U L e
° ln page after page this DEIS clearly documents Alternatlves #2 4, 5 6 and 7 are not o \j,,t
'charactenzed by urban growth or approprrate for urban development at thrs trme as deﬁned in | '
state laws and Spokane County\mde Plannmg Pohcres ' \ " '

EAS

|

Currently Alternatrves #2, 4 5 6 and 7 are characterrzed by rural densrtres crrtrcal areas - |

‘ mcludmg wetlands and steep slopes and no 1nfrastructure in place to. support urban growth such N

o

as roads capable of supportrng urban densmes srdewalks , sanitary | sewer and potable water :
facrhtres A prrncrple feature of growth management plannrng in Washmgton Stateis =
concurrency, the assura:nce that facrhtres and servrces are avarlable when the rmpacts of v
B development occur or wrthm specrﬁc a tlmeframe thereafter [WAC 365- 195 040(3)]. The City
~of Lrberty Lake does not have the capabllrty wrthout dependmg on other units of local -

' government 10 fulﬁll the concurrency requrrement

B 1t also should be noted the Board of é~pol<:ane County Commissioners Resolutio 60714 Spokane
s County Screenmg and Bvaluation Crrterra for the GMA Comprehensrve Plan Update 8/15/06,

‘ offers local government a clear set of evaluatron criteria for potentral expansron of urban growth
areas. Included n thls crrterra for example are, areas with existing urban development patterns
should be given prrorrty rural conservatron areas should not be included in urban growth areas,
and areas with srgmﬁcant storm water problems are not preferred Alternatives # 2,4, 5, 6 and /

7 do not meet any of these criteria.
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s mformatron No Where in the DEIS i is there a clear explanatron of the fact that the 20 year

1341, 2, 1 states “Lrberty Lake S portlon of the populatron allocatron is an addrtronal 15 5 86

IL BOCUMEN T CONTENTS

- A, POPULATION ALLOCATI()N

) Complete mformatlon O e e e
,The discussion about populatron allocatron throughout 1 the documents omits 1mportant » N

_- populatlon prolectlon adopted by the Crty of L1berty Lake s not a final number of people the
Crty 18 requlred to plan for in the 20 year trrne horrzon in the DEIS For example Chapter ’

” ~people” (Page 3 36) but never clarrﬁes ‘this is an 1n1t1a1 allocatron only At thrs pornt in the ,
| nlannrng nrocess the DEIS 1s 1ntended to provrde 1nforrnatron whrch in nart 1s to address 1f thrs s

| 1n1t1al populatron allocatron chosen by the Crty is feasrble .

| The 1ntent of RCW Chapter 43. 21C is to ensure envrronmental values are consrdered in the o S
| deClSlOn maklng process n thrs case, prlor to the decrslon by the Spokane County Board of o
: ,:Commrssroners on the final urban growth boundarres for the City of Lrberty Lake The S . , :
populatron estrmate of 15 586 in the DEIS was adopted by the Board of County Comrmssroners L
on May 23, 2006 for 1n1t1a1 plannrng purposes only If this allocatlon can’t reasonably be
, laccomphshed whrch 1 beheve the ana1y51s in DEIS demonstrates there 1s the optlon for the Crty

;to ask for a reductron in thrs 1n1t1a1 allocatlon :

2. Consmtency of termmology ‘ , S
Populatron proj ectrons should be used consrstcntly throughout the DEIS The constantly
changing use of the words prOJected forecasted and expected in statements about populatlon - f C
vthroughout the DEIS is confusrnor It appears population proj ectlons is the most accurate term
based on the References in Appendlx C. Population prOJectlons are srmple statlstrcal technrques |
based on assumptlons about future birth, death and migration rates to estimate how many people

will live in a community at a certain pornt in the future Populatlon forecasts are Very complex o

i

using sophrstrcated analytrcal techniques, most often made by quahﬁed demographers Frnally,

the word expected 1mphes certamty whereas any estimate of the future is really a best guess.



o m the dlscussron of 1mpacts on elements of the earth Tms must be changed to not only to stay

e asrgmﬂcant on the pubhc health safety and welfare especrally in the leerty Lake watershed the o

B. ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTS |
1. Clarlty of the. descnptlons 7 o | o N R KR —
A nOIl-pIOJ ect DEIS must prov1de adequate mformatron to assrst in understandmg the “b1g - 5
' j plcture” (SEPA Handbook 4 NonprOJ ect Rev1ew) Itis understood that the level of detarl can ] | \
be general but the DEIS should furnlsh enough mformatron to fairly assess the potent1al for both -

' cumulatlve and regronal negatrve 1mpacts

' -FEXamples‘(\' ‘
- a Earth

- The Summary of the Envrronment has the followmg the statement Page 2, “Each alternatwe is

expected to have an 1mpact on elements of the earth 7. In Chapter 2. 1.2 the word may. 1s used

vconsrstent w1th the Summary, but because 1t is 1mpossrble for any mtensrty of urban
. f development w1th bulldmgs and nnpervrous surfaces not to alter the topography to some degree i

' | "F or example a rev1ew of the natural env1ronment characterrstlcs mn th1s document show steep |
slopes rock outcrops and erosion potentlal which alterat1on or d1sruptlon w1ll 1mpact This i is 3

especrally true as the cumulative impacts of constructron act1v1ty and urban densmes can be
potentral for landshdes and scemc views. S I

b. Water supply R o
Lhapter 3.3.1.13.2 uses the term water supply, but does not expram crearly that the . aemana for = I ;
. water will be for potable water but also for fire flows and possible other uses such as water for |
: recreational facilities and landscape mamtenance. ~The cumulative impacts of these competmg

demands needs to be identified to be able to address attainable mitigation measures.

2 Commercial development

The impacts assoclated with commercial development needs to be expanded. The very limited ,
analysis of the impacts of potential commercial development in the DEIS is a real problem. In
descriptions of the Alternatives the phrases “current zoning” or rezomng occur which means in x e

i

addition to residential zomng commercial zoning will be allowed, assuming the area is first /
4
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- ' Chapter 2 and 3 of this DEIS Too much reliance is placed on rmt1gat1on measures requrrmg

annexed to the City of Lrberty Lake. Current zones in the City’s development code allows ,
mrxed use development “Approxrmately 20% of the total City acreage is zoned for commercral /

~and 1ndustr1al development and approxrmately 14% of the City is zoned for mrxed use

g development Three exrstrng zonmg categones allow a mix of commercral hght mdustrral uses and
o resrdentral uses. 7( Chapter 34 Page 3- 36) At the minimum, some type of commercral ' o

development is l]lcely along Wrth expanded resrdentral development to complete an urban pattern

//
.

. lfofdevelopment LT e s e o S e

» 3. MiSsing ,irnfor’mation,n »
. There are gaps in the analysis of lmpacts.v‘ o
vyExamples e | o
, a._‘ No. dlscussron of the potent1a1 1mpacts of w1ldland urban mterface ﬁre

b No deﬁnmon of mrtrgatron in AppendrxA T . T

'»C MITIGATION l\lEASURES o
1 Mltrgatlon measure over which the City has no authorrtv B - L
Currently the Crty of leerty Lake does not have the authorrty to prov1de the full range of urban :

facilities and servrces to 1mplement a srgmﬁeant number of the mrtlgatron measures rdentlﬁed in

action by other units of government such as Spokane County Lrberty Lake Water and Sewer
. Drstrrct Spokane County Fire D1str1cts #l and # 8 and the Central ‘Valley and East Schoo : r

P PN

urstrrcts rmprementatron of miugauon meas hcn rcquuc unnaterar acuur by other unns

of government or joint actlons may never occur thus, the 1mplementat10n of this type of measure

~ to reduce negatlve env1ronmental 1mpacts 1s very speculatrve

For example:
a “Develop a concurrency management system to assure that adequate ﬁre protection and y

- emergency medical facilities, equipment and personnel are in place at the time that new
development is approved or within a reasonable amount of time.” Page 3-11 /
b. “Require sewer treatment providers to assess the demand for sewage treatment and to treat

sewage to meet the need.” Page 3-24

ﬂﬁﬂﬂéﬂ Vj



'381

T

c “The CVSD future hrgh sehool eould be constructed since the extension of urban serv1ces : K

Wouldbeavarlable” Page3 57 - }‘ e SR

2 Voluntary mmaatlon measures R o ol
' Cltlzens and the prlvate sector contrrbute to the quahty of connnumty life in numerous ways o -
butto acceptas a g1ven the private seetor will voluntarlly 1mplement m1t1gat10n measures isnot -

. possrble Voluntary measure need to be 1dent1ﬁed to assure people understand nnplementatlon is

outsrdethecontroloftheCrty BRI - R o o -

F or example B

a. “Collaborate wrth private and publle organlzattons to 1dent1fy acqurre preserve operate and ’

_ | mamtam open space areas in order to preserve habltat and habltat eonnec’uvny Page 2- 39 . 1
7 a “Promote low 1mpact development techmques ana the reductron of i nnperv1ous surfaces .

wnere poss1ble ” Page 2 38

. b “Utthzmg tlmed mtenor and extenor lrghtrng for commerc1al pubhc and mdustrlal uses

Page 3- 66

3 Some mmgatron measure appear to l)e goals or objeetlves v

" For example

“Stormwater management and water quahty are nnportant to all surfaee vvaters Wlthm the : o

planmng area 1o proteet all beneﬁe‘lal uses. ? Page 2-30

able to se devel ent ”
able to serve new development.” P

b, “Ensure that adequate ‘*ansp rtation faenlues are avail

R

'C. MISCELLANEOUS
1 Public Investments - S ' : , ‘ N
Chapter 1 (Page 2-1) states any discussion of financing capital improvements or fiscal impact -

| analysis 1s not requlred in the DEIS. Although not required,this omission is unfortunate as so

many of the mitigation measures require large investments of public money. In addition, the
construction or expansion of regional facilities will require the cost being shared by nonresidents. w

If there are no revenue sources to accomplish mitigation measures there can be significant negative

-
o -
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5

. R ‘7 . . B . ' ) ‘ . . ) ' ) . . - -t ] . \ f
environmental impacts, for example construction of new schools and regional stormwater  /
\

faelhtles A posmve contrlbutlon 0 the DEIS would be an addendum provrdmg mformatlon e i

glvrng examples of costs for capttal mvestments and potent1a1 revenue sources. A

;2 Dlstrlbutlon hst : IR o R _._s.'.}‘«\

A number of agencies and orgamzatron that are erther mentloned in the descrlptmn of the

o -jWashmgton State Department of Natural Resources - "

.SpokaneCounty . o - REE |

: envnonment or are actually mcluded m spe01ﬁe 1mplementat10n strategres were not listed in the
dlstrrbutlon list, Appendrx B If they did not recetve the DEIS th1s isa serious concern Thetr

= comments could provrde nnportant mformatmn
‘\,.;NaturaiEnv1r0nment B ‘;, : iﬁ' R .. . g - | -
Us. FrsnandWﬂdhfe e e 4: f : "' &
lBurlt Enylronment

East Valley School Dlstnct o - ‘ o
F1re Dlstrlct #8 R a : R S

Emergency Management
Parks and Recreatmn ,
Hlstorte Preservatton Ofﬁce

HQ
Sp\’h\auu Loun nty Fire Dist 1\.;L HO

‘Spokane ;COunty Reglonetl Transporta'ti(’)n Council ( : !
Spokane T-ransit‘ Authority S . o o B S/ |
-~ Spokane Tribe of Indians . - R
‘Coeur &* Alene T‘ribe | | |

7 :  ponna g
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Response to Abby Byrne:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

8)

9)

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS.

Add the following to the DEIS page 3-36, section 3.4.1.2.1. after the third sentence
in the first paragraph: “A population projection of 15,586 has been adopted for
planning purposes. Population forecasts will be updated when the Comprehensive
Plan is updated at required intervais.”

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern
for population allocation issues and a preference for a particular planning
outcome.

For the purpose of this document, the terms “population projection” and
“population forecast” shall be used interchangeably. The term “expected” is used
in this document as “to consider reasonable or due” as defined in Webster's [l New
College Dictionary, 1995

The DEIS broadly examines the impacts of a range of strategies for
accommodating projected growth. This is a Non-project DEIS, and the concerns of
the writer cannot be addressed until and if specific project applications are
received. Further environmental review will occur at that time.

There is an adequate commerciallindustrial land supply in the existing city limits.
For the purpose of this document, the term “mitigation measure” is defined as “an
action taken to reduce or eliminate environmental impacts”. The definition has
been added to the Glossary in Appendix A.

The DEIS does not attempt to, nor is it required to, put forward every possible
impact or mitigation measure, nor does it guarantee that the mitigation measures
that are presented wiil be implemented. Detailed analysis and implementation of
mitigation measures will take place upon application of specific projects so
appropriate actions can be taken at that time.

The DEIS prepared by the City of Liberty Lake for the UGA Boundary Alternatives
meets all requirements for state law and sufficiently addresses items for this Non-
project Action.

10) The City of Liberty Lake notified all affected agencies, jurisdictions, and those

parties of record who had expressed interest to the best of our knowledge, with the
exception of Fire District #8. Fire District #8 was sent notification during the
comment period on November 28, 2006.
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Amanda Tainio

From: Amanda Tainio [atainio@libertylakewa.gov]
Sent:  Thursday, December 07, 2006 5.06 PM
To: ‘Carlson, Sharon'

Cc: Doug Smith (dsmith@libertylakewa.gov)
Subject: RE: Comments regarding DEIS

Thanks for the comments, they will be added to the public record.

Thanks,

Amanda Tainio

Associate Planner, City of Liberty Lake

22710 E. Country Vista Blvd.

Liberty Lake, WA 99019

Phone: 509-755-6708, Fax: 509-755-6713
atainio@libertylakewa.gov

————— Original Message-----

From: Carlson, Sharon [mailto:Carlson@coffman.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2006 4:21 PM

To: Doug Smith; Amanda Tainio

Cc: sharoncarlsonpe@msn.com; tcarlsoncpa@msn.com
Subject: Comments regarding DEIS

Doug and Amanda,

Please add my attached letter fo the file as written testimony regarding the DEIS.  Also, if you could please reply
to this message to confirm receipt of my letter, that would be great. Thanks.

Sharon Carlson

From: Doug Smith [mailto:dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 5:01 PM

To: Carlson, Sharon; Amanda Tainio

Subject: RE: Questions regarding DEIS

Hello Sharon,

Please refer to the DEIS as it provides references to each sections. The individuals responsible for the
production of the DEIS were Mary Wren-Wilsen, Amanda Tainio, and myself, all employed with the City of Liberty

Lake.

Doug Smith

————— Criginal Message-----

From: Carlson, Sharon [mailto:Carlson@coffman.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 4:46 PM

To: Amanda Tainio

Cc: dsmith@libertylakewa.gov

Subject: FW: Questions regarding DEIS

Gl
£

Amanda,

12/7/2006



Page 2 of 2

I have not heard back from Doug. Could you answer the question below for me? Thanks.

Sharon

From: Carlson, Sharon

Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2006 10:28 AM
To: 'dsmith@libertylakewa.gov'; 'Amanda Tainio'
Subject: Questions regarding DEIS

Hi Dougy,

[ know you have multiple authors of the DEIS. Can you disclose who wrote each section and where their
place of employment is? This is more out of curiosity than anything, but may be helpful for me to know
and understand as | read through and make comments. Thanks.

Sharon Carlson, P.E.

Structural Engineer

Coffman Engineers, inc.
10 N. Post St, Suite 500
Spokane, WA 99201

phone: (509) 328-2994
fax: (509) 328-2999

carlson@coffman.com
www.coffman.com

LASTING creativity | results | relationships

12/7/2006



December 5, 2006

DEIS Comments

Planning and Commynity Development Depariment a
22710 E. Country Vista Drive

Liberty Lake, WA 99019

Subject:  Written Testimony regarding the City of Liberty Lake UGA Boundary Extension
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

To Whom It May Concern:

What an ambitious project this is to undertake in such a short amount of time. One would think,
and all who live in the Liberty Lake vicinity would hope, that you would be incredibly thorough

in your future planning of this commumity. But it does not seem to be so as indicated by the
aggressive schedulé that has been followed in putting this document together. S

My comments that pertain directly toward the written DEIS are as follows:

1. Section 1.3.1. The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) states that one of A
its goals is to, “Protect critical areas and the environment.” Any land that is designated as 2
RCV or Rural Conservation is a critical area and should be protected under the GMA. As ’/
currently designated, this will allow for one dwelling unit per 20 acres in the area on the /
map shown as RCV. This is the maximum density this area should have developed on it. i

Section 2.1.2. Earth — Impacts states, “the Spokane County Board of Commissioners ‘/
recently passed a resolution regarding adoption of screening and evaluation criteria for -t
the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update which states that land currently zoned
Rural Conservation should be excluded from inclusion in the UGA.” Approximately 1/4
of the area that is proposed to be included in the new UGA encompasses land designated
as RCV (rural conservation). This land was designated as such for reasons by previous
planners. No matter what type of mitigation measures are used to lessen the impacts to /
this land, it will still be greatly impacted. This land should not even be under

consideration to be converted and developed for urban land use. It should remain a
critical area for wildlife and habitats.

2. Section 1.3.1. The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) states, “provide
adequate public facilities and services to serve new growth.” Many of the current public /
facilities and services (schools, transportation corridors, sewer and water resources,
police, fire and emergency) are to capacity today. We have not yet exhausted the density =
build-out within the current UGA lines. It does not make sense, that as a community, we (
would want to place more pressure on our current service providers with an increased
amount of developments. Our services should be able to support growth on a concurrent
level. Right now it is a struggle to keep up, and in some cases we have surpassed the
service capacities. Our cornmunity should have control of development; development -

should not controtws. 7




DEIS Comments
Planning and Community

Development Department
December 5, 2006
Page 2
2 2

e,

It is unfortunate for our community and for the children in the CVSD attendance area that
“schools are an indirect concurrency requirement; meaning overcrowded schools can not /
be a factor used for controlling growth.” Our city planners, commissioners and mayor /
can choose to be who they want to support, how our community is shaped, and what our
community will look like. Without using this as one of the tools for planning would be
very incredulous.

The City of Liberty Lake is not alone in planning for our regional area and should not 1;]
react like it. Spokane County, City of Spokane, City of Spokane Valley and City of |
Liberty Lake have comprehensive plans that include planned developments within their 5
respective areas. It is imperative that each jurisdiction work together so that efforts to /
support increasing population, water demands, transportation needs, public education,
sewer service, police and fire protection, air quality are not overlocked when decisions '
like this are being made. e

3. Section 2.4.1. Watersheds and Drainage states, “The planning area wholly or partially |
overlies 2 watersheds and critical to moderate susceptibility aquifer recharge areas.” ;
Susceptibility: to easily affect. Approved development in the proposed areas will i
certainly affect our aquifer and watershed. The only mitigation measure you could take
here would be to take the first alternative. Leave the developments in areas already !
designated for urban growth instead of expanding them into critical areas. Changing the |
UGA will add huge negative impacts to our delicate aquifer. All alternatives suggested
except for alternative 1 “would be expected to have significant and widespread impactsto
surface water, groundwater, and wetlands.” As stated on page 2-28. How willyou
mitigate this?

4. Section 3.3.1.13.1. Water Supply — Existing Conditions states, “Current capacity and
facility information is not available through either water purveyor as each are in the /
process of updating their water system plans which include inventories and anticipated
capital projects.” It would seem that this is a very important issue that we would not )
want to rush into without knowing what our water supply is for the existing community. i
Your answer to a question raised by the general public specifically states, “Studies are |
currently underway to determine the capacity of the aquifer; right now the limiting factor E

!

is water rights.” A wise decision to increase the demand on our water supply by |
expanding the UGA should be based on all known facts. Giving our water suppliers time J
to present a complete and updated plan seems like a logical reason for waiting to makea ./
well educated vote such as this. .
5. Section 3.4.2. Population Growth and Land Supply Mitigating Measures states, “Within S

the existing City limits, the City of Liberty Lake can also do the following: 4 )

- Ensure that assigned zoning densities fully utilize the infrastructure potential. ;
» Increase minimum densities to ensure full build out of available land. A
»  Require mixed housing types within the mixed-use zones.




DEIS Comments
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Page 3
. ———
» Increase existingjmpact fees or create new impact fees to require new develogment \“;,
to pay a larger share of the full cost of the services and capital projects necessitated /

by new development. i
s  Consider enacting impact fees for parks and fire and emergency services facilities.” L

The concem here is that why hasn’t the City already implemented these mitigating
measures for our community? By acting on any or all of the above items, the City should ]
be able to accommodate the expected growth within current boundary lines and would }
have collected fees to help pay for the badly needed infrastructure to keep up with the /
rapid growth we have been experiencing. The time to enact on these measures isnow
before any more development is approved, not after. T

6. Section 3.8.1. Transportation and Circulation — Existing Conditions states, “Providing
transportation infrastructure at the same time as, or in advance of, development can be I
much more cost-effective than retrofitting inadequate road infrastructure after /
development has occurred.” Traffic congestion must be resolved not only by the City of f
Liberty Lake but also Spokane County, City of Spokane Valley and WSDOT. All {
jurisdictions involved are affected by what the City of Liberty Lake does. Much more |
money will be spent on “fixing” our problems after we have created them rather than N
being proactive now and addressing current issues before making larger ones. : /

Many of our roads, arterials and intersections might be operating in Levels of Service !
(LOS) conditions of D or better, but what about the two lane bridge to access I-90 and the \‘
interchange itself? What about driving in our city at peak travel times? We account for i
travel by residents and employees of businesses in Liberty Lake (who are not residents of }
Liberty Lake) by compiling traffic studies and analysis. What do these findings say? H
From sources at Spokane County, City of Spokane Valley and WSDOT, it has been said /
that City of Liberty Lake has not provided them with the facts, findings, studies and
analysis for traffic so they can accommodate their growth along with ours. Nor has the /
City of Liberty Lake taken the other jurisdictions studies into consideration for this DEIS.
7. Section 3.8.3. Transportation and Circulation — Mitigating Measures has six pages of T
options the city can implement “as warranted and approved.” How will these items be
paid for? WSDOT has said there is no federal funding for projects like these, but the City  /
Council can vote for and impose a tax to fund them. This is a concemn considering our §
community did not vote for our school bonds because they did not want to increase their \Q‘
taxes any more. Your idea of building more units to spread out the tax base for projects ¢
such as this is very skewed. Your plan is for 1600+/- additional new hornes (in this one !
development), which will not be completely built-out for say 10 years or more. Our ,‘
transportation infrastructures are going to need attention way before this happens and we |
will not have this “full” tax base to pull from. It sounds good in theory, but reality is a J

different story. -
In summary, I oppose any proposal to extend the current UGA lines that will eliminate the ' / -
wildlife corridors, habitats and open spaces. In my opinion, no further developments shall be e e
approved until the school district (and other services) can adequately house the students that /
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currently reside in our community and provide for future growth as projected. An extension of
the UGA that will encompass critical wetlands, aquifer recharge areas, the Liberty Lake
watershed, and the Spokane River would not be a sound decision based on the negative impacts
this will create to our environment. Many are of the impression that our water supply is endless.
In fact, we just happen to be lucky enough to enjoy excellent water quality, but it is not free or
endless. We need to protect, at all costs, this fragile part of our ecosystem. Developers should be
required to pay adequate fees to not only provide roads, parks and green spaces within their
project areas, but also required to pay for and provide upgrades and/or redesigned intersections to
our existing roads, police, fire and emergency services and other capital projects within our City
that will be affected and/or needed by their developments.

Respectfully Submitted,

SNacr & Gibo

Sharon E. Carlson, P.E.
1022 S. Liberty Drive
Liberty Lake, WA 99019
(509) 255-5156

o,



Response to Sharon Carlson:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The City of Liberty Lake has met all SEPA notice and commenting periods required
by state law as adopted in the City of Liberty Lake Development Code, Chapter 6
Environment, section 6A-11, pages 6-21 through 6-22.

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern
for various issues and a preference for a particular planning outcome.

The DEIS does not attempt to, nor is it required to, put forward every possible
impact or mitigation measure, nor does it guarantee that the mitigation measures
that are presented will be implemented. Detailed analysis of impacts and
implementation of mitigation measures will take place upon application of specific
projects so appropriate actions can be taken at that time.

The DEIS does not attempt an environmental review of all transportation
alternatives and mitigating measures. Such detailed analysis may be considered
as part of the annual updates of the City and County 6-Year Transportation
Improvement Plans and as individual improvement projects are undertaken.




Heather Chalich
23305 E. Maxwell Avenue
City of Liberty Lake '

November 27, 2006

To all members of the Planning Commission,

My husband and I have both lived in Liberty Lake for over 30 years and would like state
for the record we are adamantly opposed to expanding the current UGA boundaries in
both the NW and SW areas. Following are the reasons why. Please take these into
consideration when giving a recommendation to the City Council.

Natural environment has been dramatically altered and must be protected. The very
reason people chose to live here is being destroyed. \

The Spokane River and Liberty Lake area very sensitive systems and the health of these
systems must be put before development demands by the city. Not all areas are
privileged to have such beautiful water systems so close and it is our responsibility to

take care of them.
Wildlife and vegetation in the area must be preserved for the health of the entire

watershed

Road system needs to be addressed. Roads are already becoming congested at certain
hours of the day. There is only one lane of traffic allowed out of this city onto I-90. We
must have a better road system in place for the safety of all living in the area.

School system is overcrowded and is going to get worse with the failing of the school
bond. My daughter will be bused to kindergarten next year when we live less than a mile
from the elementary school. T wonder where my 2 1/2 year old son will end up. We are
playing catch up with our school system and that is detrimental to our kids. We need to -
allow our school system to catch up with our growth.

I care deeply about what happens to this area because it’s where grew up and where.]
would like to raise my children. I believe it is our duty to protect the values this
community has been built on and that means saying “slow down” or “no” to irresponsible

growth.

* Thank you for your time,

78 ~

7§ 'y E Fa

iz 7 / /’7 Lo L\/
S £F 3 i LTz

NET{flen (Lriacie

" Heather Chalich

~
A




Response to Heather Chalich:

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern for
various issues and a preference for a particular planning outcome.
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Amanda Tainio

From: Doug Smith [dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 4:34 PM
To: Mary Wren

Cc: Amanda Tainio

Subject: FW: DEIS Comments

From: Heather Chalich [mailto:chalharp@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 1:02 PM

To: dsmith@libertylakewa.gov

. Subject: DEIS Comments

Attached are my comments for the DEIS on UGA Boundaries.
If you have any questions, you can contact me at the number below.

Thank you.

Heather Chalich
(509) 892-1133

Al
@Wgﬁ

12/8/2006



To: SEPA Lead Agency, City of Liberty Lake
Planning and Community Development Department
Doug Smith, Director
22710 E. Country Vista Dr.
Liberty Lake, WA 99019

From: Heather Chalich, City of Liberty Lake Resident
23305 E. Maxwell Avenue
Liberty Lake, WA 99019

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Urban Growth
Boundary Alternatives

Please enter into the record the following written testimony on the Draft EIS for UGA
Expansion Alternatives. I am in support of Alternative #1.

" Boundary lines in conflict with Spokane Board of Commissioners’ resolution.

Boundary lines for all alternatives, except #1 and #3, are in conflict with the
Spokane County Board of Commissioners’ resolution regarding adoption of screening
and evaluation criteria for Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Updates, which
states, that land currently zoned Rurai Conservation should be excluded from
inclusion in the UGA. All boundary lines drawn for the SW UGA include currently
zoned Rural Conservation lands,

" Inadequate Distribution List -~ Appendix B

As stated in the document itself, public involvement is a very important part
of the planning process. Numerous agencies and organizations were completely left
out of the input process. Following are two examples of agencies not included in the
document’s distribution that should have been.

1.) Spokane County Fire District #8. The southern half of the proposed SW
expansion area is covered by Fire District #8. In Appendix B: Distribution List, Fire
District #8 is not listed. I asked Doug Smith at the November 27%, 2006 Planning
Commission meeting if District #8 had been included in the distribution and he said
he thought so. I contacted Fire District #8 on November 29", 2006 to find out if
they had received the DEIS and spoke with Cheryl Sparks at reception. She told me
they had just received an envelope that day from the City of Liberty Lake. That left
less than 6 working days to read and comment on the document. It also means they
were not involved in the initial scoping process for the document. Fire, police, and
water supply are main infrastructure that must be adequate for an area to be moved
into a UGA. All fire districts should have been at the top of the list for involvement
and input on the proposal.

2.) Spokane County Conservation District (SCCD). The NW UGA's entire
southern border is the Spokane River which the SCCD just did a Proper Function
Condition and Stream Inventory Assessment in 2005 rating that reach of river as
having “high” developmental risk potential. The SCCD also found the reach to be a
“High Quality Area”, which is defined as area that include terrestrial and aquatic
areas that are important to local wildlife and fisheries, support human enjoyment of
views, or provide important or unique recreational opportunities. The SCCD’s report
can be found at www.sccd.org/water/shoreline/PFCRport.shtml. This agency should
have been notified and involved in the input process.

12/8/2006 1



2.4 Water Resources
All through the 2.4 Water Resources section the following statement was used

" under Land Use,

“The NW portion of the planning area is used for agriculture with associated
residential uses and single family residential. This area also provides wildlife
habitat, recreation, and fishing. There are no priority habitats or species in
this planning area (see Map 2.9).”
The statement, “there are no priority habitats or species in this planning area” is
incorrect. When looking at the map provided in the document titled "UGA
Boundaries Study Priority Habitats” it actually shows the entire Spokane River
designated as Urban Natural Open Space. This designation is considered a Priority
Habitat by the WA Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW). The WDFW's website,
(http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phshabs.htm), defines Urban Natural Open Space as

follows:

A priority species resides within or is adjacent to the open space and uses it for breeding and/or
regular feeding; and/or the open space functions as a corridor connecting other priority habitats,
especially those that would otherwise be isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated remnant of
natural habitat larger than 4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban development. Local
considerations may be given to open space areas smaller than 4 ha (10 acres). Criteria:
Comparatively high fish and wildlife density, high fish and wildlife species diversity, important fish
and wildlife breeding habitat, important fish and wildlife movement corridors, limited availability,
high vulnerability to habitat alteration.

/ ’ 3.3.1.13.1 Water Supply - Existing Conditions

The following statement was made in 3.3.1.13.1 Water Supply - Existing
Conditions section, “Current capacity and facility information is not available through
either water purveyor as each are in the process of updating their water system
plans which include inventories and anticipated capital projects.” If capacity
numbers and facility information are not available for existing conditions then it’s not
possible to predict impacts and provide mitigating measures for proposed UGA
expansions. This document is required to do just that. Water supply is a major
infrastructure piece that must be proven to exist before moving land into a UGA.
Without this information it is unknown if water will even be available.

Appendix C: References

GIS Map Sources:

There is a map titled “"UGA Boundaries Study, Natural Resource Lands &
Historic Sites”. I can only find reference material for Natural Resource Lands, which
doesn't describe the information the data represents, and no reference material for
the Historic Sites. Historic Sites are sensitive information and exact locations should
not be published for the public as was done in the document with Map 2.10.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Heather Chalich
City of Liberty Lake Resident

12/8/2006 2



Response to Heather Chalich:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of a
preference for a particular planning outcome.

The County’s policy on consideration of Rural Conservation Zone inclusion in a
UGA is aiso covered on pages 2-5 and 2-7;: “The Spokane County Board of
Commissioners recently passed a resolution regarding adoption of screening and
evaluation criteria for the Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Update which
states that land currently zoned Rural Conservation should be excluded from
inclusion in the UGA.” :

The DEIS does not advocate for any alternative or combination of alternatives
examined.

The City of Liberty Lake notified all affected agencies, jurisdictions, and those
parties of record who had expressed interest to the best of our knowledge, with the
exception of Fire District #8. Fire District #8 was sent notification during the
comment period on November 28, 20086.

Section 2.4 Water Resources. Make the following correction on page 2-24 of the
DEIS, Land Use: Replace “There are no priority habitats or species in the planning
area” with “The stretch of the Spokane River in the NW planning area has been
designated Urban Natural Open Space. Urban Natural Open Space is defined as “A
priority species resides within or is adjacent to the open space and uses it for
breeding and/or regular feeding; and/or the open space functions as a corridor
connecting other priority habitats, especially those that would otherwise be
isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated remnant of natural habitat larger
than 4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban development. Local
considerations may be given to open space areas smailer than 4 ha (10
acres).”(Definition provided on http:/iwdfw.wa,govihab/phshabs.htm )”.

Section 2.5.1.1.6. Riparian Areas. Add to text: “The stretch of the Spokane River in
the NW planning area has been designated Urban Natural Open Space. Urban
Natural Open Space is defined as “A priority species resides within or is adjacent
to the open space and uses it for breeding and/or regular feeding; and/or the open
space functions as a corridor connecting other priority habitats, especially those
that would otherwise be isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated remnant of
natural habitat larger than 4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban
development. Local considerations may be given to open space areas smaller than
4 ha (10 acres).”(Definition provided on hitp://wdfw.wa.govihabl/phshabs.htm )".

Section 2.5.1.3.1. Priority Habitats. Make the following correction on page 2-36 of
the DEIS: Replace “There are no priority habitats or species in the NW planning
area” with “The stretch of the Spokane River in the NW planning area has been
designated Urban Natural Open Space. Urban Natural Open Space is defined as “A
priority species resides within or is adjacent to the open space and uses it for
breeding and/or regular feeding; and/or the open space functions as a corridor
connecting other priority habitats, especially those that would otherwise be
isolated; and/or the open space is an isolated remnant of natural habitat larger
than 4 ha (10 acres) and is surrounded by urban development. Local
considerations may be given to open space areas smaller than 4 ha (10
acres).”(Definition provided on http://wdfw.wa.govihab/phshabs.htm ).

The DEIS broadly examines the impacts of a range of strategies for
accommodating projected growth. This is a Non-project DEIS, and the concerns of
the writer cannot be addressed until and if specific project applications are
received. Further environmental review will occur at that time.

The information for Historic Sites was compiled from information provided by
Spokane County.




6) The information used for identifying historic sites was compiled with information
supplied by Spokane County.




To; Doug Smith City of Liberty Lake Page 1 0f2

Amanda Tainio

From: Doug Smith [dsmith@libertylakewa.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2006 7:51 AM
To: Mary Wren

Cc: Amanda Tainio

Subject: FW: DEIS aiternative choice for UGA expansion

From: beth [mailto:rbcocchiarella@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2006 9:16 PM

To: dsmith@libertylakewa.gov

Subject: DEIS alternative choice for UGA expansion

To; Doug Smith City of Liberty Lake
27710 E Country Vista Drive
Liberty Lake, WA 99019

From; Beth Cocchiarella
715 S Liberty Drive
Liberty Lake, WA 99019

December 7, 2006

Written testimony- regarding two issues and the information is unclear about how to respond correctly- I
have comments on the DEIS and a request for the Alternative choice for UGA — it is my intent to ”
comment on both of these issues;

i

UGA Timeline and steps in the EIS process;
The document states that the UGA study boundary was introduced at the 4PM Planning Commission

Meeting 8/30/06- I was approached on 8/31/06 by an adjunct member of the Planning Commission who /ﬁ
stated that there was no discussion, after the representative of the press had left the room, a map was
handed out of one study area. I chair the Liberty Lake Green Space Committee and our regularly

scheduled meeting was September 7- due to the enormous impact on the green space in the community
and the nearness of our meeting I invited Doug Smith and Steve Davenport from Spokane Planning to ;
educate the community on the steps involved in the UGA expansion process- Mr. Smith agreed to attend |
then had a conflict, so Mr. Davenport presented the process and answered questions. Only one map /
alternative was available at this time. Why was it the responsibility of the community to seek out P

information on the process? —

I am a member of the Washington Citizens Advisory Committee for the Spokane River Basin Clean-Up
and I requested in my SCOPING comment that Zach Hedgpeth Dept of Ecology be contacted- I donot
see a response from him. The clean-up of the portion of the Spokane River at Harvard Road is P
scheduled for fall, 2007. The ongoing environmental concerns regarding the river and the continuing
Bunker Hill mining waste must be monitored by anyone utilizing the Spokane River, and surely any
development on the river side must be involved in this process.

As a tax payer responsible for roads, schools, fire and police protection in the county, I am most
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To; Doug Smith City of Liberty Lake Page 2 of 2

dismayed that a Capital Facilities Plan is not available. How much is this UGA expansion going to cost } ‘
me? I read about a new police station, section 3-11; 22 policemen- at one per 1,000 population 3-12,a ¢ o
new fire station, numerous roads- and the staff to accommodate these facilities- what is my portion to ﬁ

pay?

Page 3 also 2-42 preserve properties of high scenic value- the city considered but declined to pass an : s
§ i

ordinance protectmg view corridors- alternative 1 is best L
Page 4 planned for open space- Hearing Examiner decision on the Rudeen/Main property states that the J
city has not defined the extent of the natural open space corridor along Liberty Lake Road- what does ¢,
the city mean by an open space zone in a natural area? -

Page 1-11 provide certainty to residents, property owners developers and the community regarding the %,

nature and extent to future development. I attended numerous meeting in 2002 to set the growth in the -
area for the next 20 years- this current UGA change proposal undermines that extensive process. What

happened to certainty? -

Page 1-8 Goal #1 of the GMA,; development in urban areas where public services can be effectively
provided Alternative 1 is best

Page 1-9 discourage sprawling development, protect critical areas and open spaces- alternative 1 is best ‘

Page 2-10 Brenda Sims, stormwater utilities manager;” infrastructure suitable for serving urban densities
will not be possible until funding for basin planning and stormwater facility construction are available.”
June 30, 2006 comments on UGA boundary alternative 1 is best /

Page 2-29 why place the Spokane River and Liberty Lake watershed at risk? Alternative 1 is best

Also 3-31 stormwater comments do not reflect reaction to Brenda Sims report  ~— &

2-24 NW area designation rural conservancy with 3 identified reaches of High Quality Areas where
development must not take place- Alternative 1 is best

2-26 250’ buffer from development contrast with 3-7 50 feet back from high water mark- quite a ... <
difference- what is the regulation?

Ly Y

3-7 Golf courses use pesticides and herbicides. How can the wetlands be protected?
Alternative 1 is best

3-25 in general solid waste, recycling, yard waste pick up can be done more economically under — —
alternatives that limit the geographic area- alternative 1 is best. '

ALTERNATIVE 1 1S BEST. ~ 5

No virus found in this outgoing message.
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Response to Beth Cochiarella:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The City included two pages of instruction on how to comment on the DEIS and
the alternatives in the opening pages of the DEIS.

The 8/30/06 meeting was not scheduled as a discussion; it was an introduction
only of the UGA boundary process. A map of the entire study area was given out
for informational purposes, and was not intentionally withheld from any member of
the press. The choice of the member of the press to leave the room is not under
the control of the City.

The City of Liberty Lake has met all SEPA notice and commenting periods required
by state law as adopted in the City of Liberty Lake Development Code, Chapter 6
Environment, section 6A-11, pages 6-21 through 6-22.

The City notified the WA Department of Ecology through the proper channels and
received comment from the Eastern Region SEPA Coordinator and communicated
with the SEPA/ORA Manager for the WA DOE in Olympia.

WAC 197-11-450 states that “A cost-benefit analysis (WAC 197-11-726) is not
required by SEPA. If a cost-benefit analysis relevant to the choice among
environmentally different alternatives is being considered by an agency for the
proposal, it may be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an
aid in evaluating the environmental consequences. For purposes of complying
with SEPA, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives
need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when
there are important qualitative considerations.”

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of a
preference for a particular planning outcome.

Open Space is addressed in the City Development Code in Article 10-2L O(Open
Spacel/ Recreation) District and is defined as follows: “10-2L.-1 Purpose — The O
(Open Space / Recreation) District provides for a range of open area spaces and
recreational uses such as public/ private parks, campgrounds, public and privately
owned facilities such as golf courses and their associated uses, and similar uses
which retain open space. The district’s standards are based on the following
principles:

A. Ensure efficient use of land and urban services.

B. Provide areas for parks, recreational, and associated uses.

C. Compatibility between open space and recreation uses and nearby residentiai
areas.

D. Protect naturai and open space areas to preserve the aesthetics of the City.

Not a comment on the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather an expression of concern
for various issues.

The DEIS does not attempt to, nor is it required to, put forward every possible
impact or mitigation measure, nor does it guarantee that the mitigation measures
that are presented will be implemented. Detailed analysis of impacts and
implementation of mitigation measures will take place upon application of specific
projects so appropriate actions can be taken at that time.

Type 1 DNR streams require a 250’ buffer; Spokane County Shorelines Program
requires that residential development must be set back no less than 50 feet back
from the ordinary high water mark. Because the Spokane River is considered a
Type 1 DNR stream in the planning area, the 250’ buffer would apply as it is the
more restrictive of the two.




